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eamed patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )□ Responsive to communication(s) filed on . 

2a )^ This action is FINAL. 2b)n This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-32 and 34-42 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) none is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) n Claim(s) is/are rejected. 

/)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) 0 Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 
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Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 
U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section 
made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in 
public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in 
the United States. 

2. Claims 1-9, 18-24, 26 and 36-42 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Ingalls (US 2232388). Ingalls 
'388 discloses a flotation machine (see fig. 8-9, 1 1 embodiment) 
which includes an upper down thrust impeller 59 and a radial flow 
impeller 57 attached to the same shaft for co-rotation thereof. 
Additionally Ingalls '388 impeller is "covered at the top such that fluid 
flow dispersed radially outwardly would not be drawn to the top of the 
lower impeller by vortex action as in the present invention". A review 
of applicant's invention reveals that his lower impeller is similarly 
covered at the top. Since applicant's impeller achieves a secondary 
flow and it also has a cover, it can be concluded that a covered 
impeller does not necessarily exclude such flows from occurring. 
Since Ingalls '388 calls his upper impeller a "down thrust impeller" 
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[col. 3, line 50], the examiner will assume that it creates a down 
thrust. Such impellers can overcome the presence of air and still 
produce a downward flow. As such, the rejection is maintained. 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms 
the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

4. Claims 10, 13 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Ingalls '388 as applied to claim 1 above, and 
further in view of Wesley (US 2573521). Wasley '521 discloses the 
use of a clamp collar 27 to hold an impeller 26 to a rotary shaft in a 
flotation cell. To employ this clamp collar for its intended purpose in 
the Ingalls device to secure an impeller to a rotary shaft would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention. 

5. Claims 11-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the prior art of Ingalls '388 and Wasley '521 as 
applied to claim 10 above, and further in view of any one of Campbell 
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(US 5607235) or Tobin (US 4478515) or Komarek (US 2600408). 
The use of clamping lialves to secure an agitator to a rotary sliaft is 
well known and illustrated by any one of the above three references. 
Such a clamp allows the agitator (impeller) to be attached/detached 
to the rotary shaft without removing the other agitators along the 
length of the rotary shaft which is normally the way full hub 
impellers/agitators are assembled/disassembled. To modify the full 
hub clamp of Wasley '521 to be clamp halves as taught by the 3 
secondary references would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art. 

6. Claims 15-17 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Ingalls '388 as applied to claims 1 and 24 
respectively above, and further in view of either one of Potts (US 
2673724) or Anderson (US 2973095). The use of rubber coatings on 
the impeller of a flotation device is well known and taught by either 
one of Potts '724 [4, 16+] or Anderson '095 [3, 30+]. Further, either 
reference discloses the well known use of a blower to supplement the 
flow of air to a flotation device- Potts '724 see [3, 61+] and in 
Anderson [3, 2+]. The thickness of the resilient protective layer is 
within the skill of the art, noting that more thickness will result in 
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longer run times until the coating is worn off. To modify Ingalls '388 
with these well known features for their intended benefits would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art. 

7. Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ingalls '388 as applied to claim 24 above, and 
further in view of Booth (US 2182442-cited by applicant). The use of 
a stator (see blades 34-36) in the lower portion of a flotation cell to 
mitigate the rotation effects of swirling pulp flow in a flotation cell and 
to channel the pulp flow upwardly is taught by Booth '442. To employ 
a stator in Ingalls '388 would similarly add to the anti-swirling effects 
of baffles 16 supplied for this very purpose. To employ such a stator 
for its intended purpose in the Ingalls '388 flotation device would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art. 

8. Claims 27-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over the prior art as applied to claim 24 above, and 
further in view of Daman (US 2651413). The use of a lower primary 
impeller attached to a source of air in a double mounted impeller 
flotation cell is taught by Daman '413 (see fig. 6). To so operate the 
flotation cell of Ingalls '388 would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art. 
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9. Claims 30-32 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Ingalls '388 as applied to claim 24 above, 
and further in view of either one of Booth '442 or Bourke (US 
5909022). The use of a conical froth crowder to urge froth toward the 
peripheral edge overflow is disclosed by either one of Booth '442 or 
Bourke '022. To use such a feature on either of Daman '413 or Ingalls 
'388 would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art. 

10. Claim 35 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the prior art as applied to claim 34 above, and 
further in view of WO 01/43881 . The use of a tube extending through 
a froth crowder to add a liquid is taught by WO '881 (see fig. 3). To 
employ this arrangement for its intended purpose would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

11. If claim 27 was amended to include the recitation -and the 
auxiliary agitation blade has no fluid conduit for directing air to the 
auxiliary agitation blade-. 
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Response to Arguments 

12. Applicant's arguments filed 14 December 2009 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. Applicant's remarks are 
addressed in the body of the rejection. 

Conclusion 

13. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the 
extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to 
expire THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the 
event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of 
this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the 
end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to Thomas M. 
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Lithgow whose telephone number is 571-272-1 162. The examiner 
can normally be reached on Mon. -Fri.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Duane Smith can be 
reached on 571-272-1 166. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be 
obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) 
system. Status information for published applications may be 
obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information 
for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866- 
217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO 
Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 
571-272-1000. 
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